






California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-126

Responses to Comments from Superior Resources LLC

42-1. Information on pathogen-related illness is provided in Tables E-1a to E-16b.  The commenter
requests that the SWRCB quantify, in economic terms, pathogen-related illnesses.
Additionally, the commenter asked if the Department of Health Services tabulates annual
costs to the state for illnesses related to pathogens.  This information is not readily correlated
to the land application of biosolids.  An EIR is not intended to address such economic issues.
There is no such assessment done to identify the economic impacts of disease from various
pathogens, and there are no known statistics relating disease incidence to immune
system-impaired individuals.

42-2. The commenter asks what the proposed project’s impact would be on immune-compromised
individuals.  Exact impact cannot be determined because the present disease-reporting system
lacks specificity.  As noted in other responses to comments, numerous variables affect the
community’s general health.  To date, no evidence indicates that any outbreaks of disease are
associated with biosolids land application operations in California.

42-3. The Part 503 regulations did not look at disease incidence rates or perform a risk assessment
for pathogens.  The revised Appendix E, included in this final EIR as Appendix B, contains
historical trends on disease cases for various pathogens, as reported for each participating
county or city health department where patients sought medical attention.  These data were
then converted into incidence rates per 100,000 people and compared by county.  Review of
these statistics over time in counties where biosolids land application occurs was considered
one way of determining possible trends in disease incidence.  No trends were identified, and
these statistics were not used to determine impact significance in the EIR.

Because there is no evidence that Class B biosolids, when properly managed, are creating
outbreaks of disease, there is no rationale for requiring a zero count of pathogens in land-
applied biosolids.

42-4. See Response to Comment 42-3.

42-5. There is no way to determine whether the quantity of  biosolids in landfills would increase
as a result of the adoption of the GO.

42-6. The commenter requests that the EIR include a map identifying landfills that accept biosolids
and the quantity of biosolids currently being disposed of in specific landfills.  This
information has not been provided because the proposed project is the land application of
biosolids for agricultural, horticultural, silvicultural and reclamation purposes, with the
primary emphasis on agricultural use of biosolids.  Although the use of biosolids for landfill
cover is addressed as an alternative, the level of detail that the commenter requests is
inconsistent with the degree of detail normally contained in a programmatic EIR.  The State
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(d), state that the discussion of environmental effects of
alternatives in an EIR may be in less detail than the discussion of the impacts of the proposed
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project.  The EIR alternatives analysis is not looking at site-specific conditions at landfills
throughout the state.

42-7. The commenter states that there is continuing concern about groundwater contamination
from landfills, particularly in this local area.  Additionally, the commenter notes that in
places where issues of groundwater contamination by landfills exist, citizens are alarmed
about pathogen transmission or cross-contamination by biosolids and about how the quantity
of biosolids in landfills might increase because of the GO adoption and the subsequent public
policy changes by governing boards.  Biosolids disposal can occur only in landfills that have
leachate collection and removal systems that are in accordance with State of California
regulations.

The issues of adding pathogens to landfills and their relationship to groundwater
contamination from landfills are not clearly defined by the commenter.  The concern appears
to be that tighter restrictions on land application will force more biosolids producers to
transfer biosolids to landfills where environmental controls may be less restrictive.  Landfills
are highly regulated; impacts on groundwater from landfills is prohibited.  Amending soils
with biosolids in areas where landfill operations exist is not a major concern with regard to
pathogens or water quality.  RWQCBs have jurisdiction under both types of operations and
can write waste discharge requirements that will protect against cumulative impacts in any
such cases.

Also see Response to Comment 42-5.

42-8. The commenter is addressing the land ban alternative.  This alternative was included in the
draft EIR to address public comments raised during the scoping process.  As stated in the
draft EIR, this alternative does not meet the project’s objectives.  The commenter feels that
additional restrictions on the land application of biosolids by counties or RWQCBs could
lead to an increased distance for the transportation of biosolids.  The commenter is correct
in that the ban on land application could result in air quality impacts.

42-9. Reducing the water content of the biosolids being hauled by trucks was not considered as a
mitigation measure in the EIR.  It is agreed that a reduction in water content would reduce
the number of trucks traveling the state’s roads to move biosolids to land application sites.
The impact analysis related to vehicle emissions and the related mitigation measures have
been modified in response to several comments received from the public and from agencies
(refer to Master Response 5).  This mitigation measure will not be needed to avoid a
significant adverse air quality impact from implementing the GO.

42-10. Refer to Response to Comment 42-9.  There is a tradeoff in promoting the land application
of high-solids-content biosolids.  Drier material is more susceptible to being carried off of
the application site in strong wind situations and still may not preclude the necessity of the
GO.
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